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T he relationship between a leader’s personality and his team’s performance has been established in organisationalresearch, but the underlying process and mechanism responsible for this effect have not been fully explored. Both
the traditional multiple linear regression and the multilevel structural equation model approaches were used in this study
to test a proposed mediating model of subordinates’ perception of collective efficacy between leader personality and team
performance. The results show that the team leader’s extraversion and conscientiousness personality traits were related
positively to both the team-average (individual) perception of collective efficacy and team performance, and the collective
efficacy mediated the relationship of the leader’s personality traits and team performance. This study also discusses how
Chinese cultural elements play a role in such a mediating model.
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The rationale behind structuring work into teams is that
the combination of complementary employee’s skills,
knowledge, attitudes and other characteristics will result
in optimal achievement of organisational goals (Peeters,
Van Tuijl, Rutte, & Reymen, 2006). As economic and
technological development continue placing demands
on organisations, teamwork appears to be increasingly
important within organisations because teams allow for
the completion of tasks that single individuals would
not perform (e.g. decision-making and chain customer
service; Bell, 2007). Therefore, as a critical index in
studying teamwork, the concept of team performance
is a topic of interest for organisational researchers and
practitioners (Jung & Sosik, 2002). Team performance
usually refers to group effectiveness, which can be evalu-
ated in terms of three criteria: productive output, personal
need satisfaction and capacity for future cooperation
(Hackman, 1987).
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The team leader, as a member and agent of a team,
will influence team performance in a way that combines
his/her own individual characteristics and his/her interac-
tion with his/her subordinates. Many studies have shown
that the personality of the team leader can be used as
one of the predictors of team performance (e.g. Aronson,
Reilly, & Lynn, 2006; Lim & Ployhart, 2004; Peter-
son, Smith, Martorana, & Owens, 2003). For example,
leaders who score high in extraversion and openness in
personality analyses can increase the performance of a
team, whereas leaders who score high in neuroticism
would decrease team performance (Lim & Ployhart,
2004). However, the underlying process and mechanism
responsible for this effect have not been fully explored.
We found only three studies concerning mediators or
moderators of the relationship between leader person-
ality and team (group) performance (effective). Two of
these studies examine the mediating role of leadership
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(Lim & Ployhart, 2004; Peterson et al., 2003), and the
other looks at the moderating role of uncertainty (Aron-
son et al., 2006). Therefore, more research should be
performed to explore the underlying mechanisms of
the relationship between leader personality and team
performance. Second, as Lindsley, Brass, and Thomas
(1995) argued, individuals within a team and the team
itself cannot be completely separated in terms of team
performance. The relationship between them is that of
the part and the whole. However, most previous studies
exploring the impact of the team leader on team perfor-
mance have been conducted only on the individual level.
For example, leader personality traits have been found
to be significantly correlated to the leader’s leadership
(e.g. Judge & Bono, 2000; Ng, Ang, & Chan, 2008),
which is positively related to team performance (Lim &
Ployhart, 2004). Therefore, it is important and necessary
to look at the effect of the team leader’s personality on
team performance from an interpersonal level. In addi-
tion, because this study is mainly conducted in Chinese
state-owned enterprises (SOEs), it will be valuable during
this research to examine carefully how Chinese culture
and the current situation would affect the relationship
between leader personality and team performance. This
examination is primarily based on research performed
in Western cultures (Warner, 1993). China’s economy
has grown rapidly; thus, efficient economic development
has become a key challenge. An understanding of team
performance in SOEs could aid in the modernisation of
China.
Therefore, the aim of this study is to explore the
relationship between leader personality and team perfor-
mance in Chinese SOEs, highlighting the role of subor-
dinates’ perception of collective efficacy in studying the
underlying processes of leader personality and team per-
formance. A new approach (multilevel structural equation
model) was used to examine the relationships among
leader personality, collective efficacy and team perfor-
mance from a cross-level perspective.
LEADER PERSONALITY, SUBORDINATES’
PERCEPTION OF COLLECTIVE EFFICACY AND
TEAM PERFORMANCE
Some studies have indicated that the team leader
can influence team performance by stimulating the
confidence/self-efficacy of his/her subordinates in the
team because improved confidence/self-efficacy can
increase the performance of both individuals and the
team (e.g. Jung & Sosik, 2002; Lindsley et al., 1995;
Spink, 1990). One such confidence/self-efficacy for team
performance that has been examined in the literature was
described and defined as collective efficacy (Bandura,
1997). In their research, Jung and Sosik (2002) found that
collective efficacy (measured as self-efficacy across all
team members) is positively related to team performance.
It was also found (Bandura, 1997) that subordinates’
perception of the team’s collective efficacy was affected
by the team leader because the leader could play a role in
offering verbal or emotional inspiration and helping the
team members accomplish team goals.
According to social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1997),
collective efficacy is a shared belief among team mem-
bers, and it contributes positively to team performance by
motivating the team members to exert the effort needed
to perform team tasks successfully (e.g. Jung & Sosik,
2002; Spink, 1990). Thus, the following hypothesis is
proposed:
Hypothesis 1: Subordinates’ perception of collective effi-
cacy is positively related to team performance.
In this study, collective efficacy is defined in the
same way as Bandura’s (1997) definition; namely, it
is an average indicator across all the team members.
We also used an index that measures subordinates’
individual perception of the collective efficacy concern-
ing his/her team’s collective capability of completing
job-related tasks (Riggs, Warka, Babasa, Betancourt,
& Hooker, 1994). We believe that, compared with the
average indicator across all the team members, sub-
ordinates’ individual perception of collective efficacy
could provide additional information about the role of
collective efficacy in explaining team performance at
the individual level. It is thus interesting to ask whether
a team leader with different personality traits would
affect his/her subordinates’ perception of collective
efficacy.
Personality psychologists believe that people with dif-
ferent personalities tend to behave in a stable manner in
their daily life (Ajzen, 1988). Team leaders with different
personality traits will show different leadership behaviour
(Judge & Bono, 2000; Judge, Bono, Ilies, & Gerhardt,
2002; Ng et al., 2008), which is an important predictor
of subordinates’ perception of collective efficacy (Lim &
Ployhart, 2004). Therefore, we have reason to believe that
leader personality is related to subordinates’ perception of
collective efficacy. In this study, the personality traits of
leaders were measured using the Big Five Factor Model
(Costa &McCrae, 1992) because of its widespread accep-
tance in personality and work-related research (Judge &
Bono, 2000).
The personality model consists of five personality
trait factors: conscientiousness, extraversion, openness to
new experience, neuroticism and agreeableness (Costa
& McCrae, 1992; LePine, Colquitt, & Erez, 2006; Lim
& Ployhart, 2004; Rammstedt & John, 2007). Conscien-
tiousness is defined as being self-disciplined, responsible,
organisational and achievement-oriented. Extraversion
refers to a higher degree of sociability, assertiveness and
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talkativeness. Openness is displayed by a strong intellec-
tual curiosity and a preference for novelty and diversity.
Neuroticism refers to the degree of emotional stability,
impulse control and anxiety. Finally, agreeableness refers
to being helpful, cooperative and sympathetic towards
others.
Team leaders with a high extraversion score tend to
be sociable, confident and assertive (Costa & McCrae,
1992) and can enhance subordinates’ perception of col-
lective efficacy by providing emotional inspiration and
ideological explanations to link the individual’s identity
to the team’s identity (Spink, 1990). Individuals with the
openness trait tend to have flexible attitudes and engage in
divergent thinking (Judge & Bono, 2000). Open-minded
team leaders will enhance their subordinates’ perception
of collective efficacy because these team leaders are more
likely to have high intellectual stimulation, to exhibit
inspirational leadership behaviours and to encourage sub-
ordinates to accomplish team tasks (e.g. Judge & Bono,
2000; Judge et al., 2002). Individuals who score highly
on measures of neuroticism lack self-confidence (Judge
& Bono, 2000). Compared with leaders with low con-
fidence, a confident leader has a more positive social
influence on subordinates’ perception of collective effi-
cacy through positive attitudes and behaviours (Spink,
1990). Therefore, the second hypothesis is proposed as
follows:
Hypothesis 2: The traits of extraversion and openness
among team leaders are positively related to subordinates’
perception of collective efficacy, while the trait of neuroti-
cism among team leaders is negatively related to subordi-
nates’ perception of collective efficacy.
Because the literature on personality and collective
efficacy has demonstrated somewhat inconsistent find-
ings (Bandura, 1997; Judge & Bono, 2000; Jung &
Sosik, 2002; Lim & Ployhart, 2004), there are no spe-
cific hypotheses in this study referring to the relationship
between leader traits of conscientiousness and agreeable-
ness and their effect on subordinates’ perception of col-
lective efficacy.
As introduced above, the personality traits of team
leaders are expected to affect subordinates’ perception of
collective efficacy (e.g. Ajzen, 1988; Bandura, 1997; Jung
& Sosik, 2002); in turn, subordinates’ perception of col-
lective efficacy would influence team performance (e.g.
Jung & Sosik, 2002; Spink, 1990). Therefore, a mediat-
ing model is proposed in this study to further illustrate the
relationship between leader personality and team perfor-
mance by themediating effect of subordinates’ perception
of collective efficacy.
Hypothesis 3: Subordinates’ collective efficacy mediates




Private enterprises (market-oriented) and SOEs are
the two economic entities in China today (Hassard,
Morris, Sheehan, & Yuxin, 2010). SOEs are typically
large organisations (e.g. banks, energy production,
telecommunication and health care) and are primarily
controlled under the central/local government, and their
operation and management are strongly influenced by
government policies (The Economist, 2012). Although
the state sector has been shrinking in these years because
of the growth of non-state sectors and the restructur-
ing of SOEs (Hassard et al., 2010), SOEs still play an
important role in the Chinese economic system. For
example, an article in The Economist (2012) indicated
that state-controlled firms in China account for 80% of
the national stock-market index. Therefore, this study
can enhance understanding of Chinese SOEs.
All participants were from a large Chinese state-owned
enterprise controlled by the central government. The
enterprise is mainly engaged in the energy industry and
provides resource surveys, production services, sales
and other services, and it has many subsidiaries across
Mainland China. Participants were recruited based on
the proportion of the number of employees considering
the diversity of regions and functional departments. The
firm we selected is typical for Chinese SOEs because
of its organisational structure and management mode: it
is large and controlled by the central/local government.
Similar to most Chinese SOEs, the employees (including
team leaders) are recruited and relocated by the enter-
prise’s leadership group and, once employed, are rarely
dismissed. Most team leaders in this study were selected
by their supervisors rather than by their team members
and were not entitled to recruit or dismiss their team
members.
The questionnaire was translated and back translated
by a group of bilingual researchers, and agreements
were reached on all the items (Brislin, 1980). Follow-
ing the principles of voluntarism and confidentiality,
and with the help of two human resource managers
(the cooperators in the study), 638 questionnaires were
delivered to both the team leader and his/her subor-
dinates at their dormitories or work places, and the
completed questionnaires were collected directly from
them (the response rate was 93%). Questionnaires with
more than 15% of the items unanswered were excluded
from the late analysis. Questionnaires from a team with
few members (less than three), no assessments or more
than two team leader assessments were also excluded.
Finally, 562 employees from 79 teams were used in the
analysis.
Of the respondents, 341 (63.9%) were male and 426
(77.3%) were married. The age of the participants ranged
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TABLE 1
Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations among the variables from the team leader and the team-average perception of collective
efficacy (N=79)
M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. Gender 0.28 0.44 1
2. Education 2.62 0.55 −.08 1
3. Marital status 0.87 0.34 .23* −.12 1
4. Age 39.2 7.6 .03 −.29* .42** 1
5. N 3.74 1.61 .02 .03 .05 −.01 1
6. C 5.50 1.60 −.04 −.02 .04 .07 −.50** 1
7. E 4.81 1.28 −.19 −.02 .11 .16 −.43** .35** 1
8. A 5.48 1.16 .12 −.18 .20 .21 −.3* .29* .28* 1
9. O 4.90 1.19 −.06 .05 .04 −.14 −.41** .46** .31* .18 1
10. CE_A 30 3.02 0.14 0.01 0.20 0.19 −.39** .60** .54** −.05 .33** 1
11. TP 7.78 0.87 −.10 −.10 .05 .15 −.36** .57** .61** −.11 35** .68**
Note: Gender (0=male, 1= female); marital status (0= single, 1=married); education level (1=middle school or below, 2= high school or
vocational secondary school, 3= college or university); N= neuroticism; C= conscientiousness; E= extraversion; A= agreeableness; O= openness;
CE_A= subordinates’ perception of collective efficacy (the average indicator within a team); TP= team performance.
*p< .05. **p< .01.
from 18 to 60 years (M ± SD= 36.6 ± 9.1), 28 (5.1%)
did not complete their high school education, 296 (54.2%)
finished high school or secondary vocational school and
222 (40.7%) had a bachelor’s degree or higher. The team
size varied from 5 to 23 (M ± SD= 7.1 ± 3.1).
Measures
Leader personality
Leader personality was measured by the 10-item short
form of the Big Five Inventory (BFI-10) (Rammstedt
& John, 2007). A sample scale item is “I see myself
as someone who is relaxed and handles stress well.”
Team leaders rated each item of the BFI-10 on a 5-point
Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5
(strongly agree). The alpha coefficients of the five dimen-
sions of the BFI-10 were moderate, ranging from 0.58 to
0.65. The low number of items (only two in each dimen-
sion) may be the reason for the low alpha coefficient of
the BFI-10 (Ebel, 1969). Therefore, we also examined the
construct validity of the BFI-10 in this study. The results
of the confirmatory factor analysis (Lisrel 8.53; χ2 = 71.1,
df = 25, p< .001; Comparative Fit Index, CFI= .93 and
Non-Normed Fit Index, NNFI= .88; Root Mean Square
Error of Approximation, RMSEA= .059, and all factor
loadings for indicators measuring the same construct
were statistically significant) showed that the validity of
BFI-10 in this study was statistically satisfactory.
Subordinates’ perception of collective efficacy
Subordinates’ perception of collective efficacy was
measured using a seven-item collective efficacy belief
1The software of SPSS 11.5 was used to examine the mediating role of collective efficacy (the average indicator within a team) in the relationship
between leader personality and team performance.
scale developed by Riggs et al. (1994). An example of a
collective efficacy item is “The department I work with
has above average ability.” Each subordinate rated his/her
agreement with the items on a 7-point Likert scale ranging
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). In this
study, the alpha coefficient of subordinates’ perception of
collective efficacy was .77.
Team performance
Team performance was measured by two questions
(Jehn, Northcraft, & Neale, 1999): “How well do you
think your work unit performs?” and “How effective is
your work unit?” Team leaders were asked to respond on
a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (very poor) to 5 (very
good). The alpha coefficient of team performancewas .86.
DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS
Mean, standard deviations, and zero-order correlations
among all variables rated by team leader and subordi-
nates’ perception of collective efficacy (an average indica-
tor within a team) are listed in Table 1. The results showed
that all leader personality traits except for agreeableness
were significantly correlated with both subordinates’ per-
ception of collective efficacy and team performance (the
correlation coefficients ranged from .33 to .61, p< .05),
which indicates that it is necessary to test the underlying
process between the personality traits of the team leader
and team performance.
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TABLE 2
The relations among leader personality traits, subordinates’








Neuroticism −.16† −.19 ∗ .07
Extraversion .52*** .38*** .42***
Conscientiousness .27** .02 .52***
Agreeableness −.13 −.10 −.07
Openness .05 .02 .06
M .42***
R2 .244 .481 .34
ΔR2 .237
Note: DV= team performance; M= subordinates’ perception of collec-
tive efficacy (the average indicator within a team).
†p< .10. *p< .05. **p< .01. ***p< .001.
The mediating role of subordinates’ perception
of collective efficacy (the average indicator
within a team)
The traditional multiple linear regression approach
(MLR1; (Preacher, Zhang, & Zyphur, 2011) was used
to examine the mediated role of collective efficacy (the
average indicator within a team) in the relationship
between leader personality and team performance. We
first examined the extent to which the leader person-
ality traits predicted team performance (see step 1 in
Table 2). We found that both extraversion (r= .52,
p< .001) and conscientiousness (r= .27, p< .01) were
positively related to team performance, whereas neu-
roticism was marginally negatively related to team
performance (r=−.16, p< .10). Leader personalities
combined explained 24.4% of the variance in team
performance (R2 = .244).
Next, we examined the relationship between leader
personality and subordinates’ perception of collective
efficacy (the average indicator within a team; see step 3 in
Table 2). The results showed that extraversion (ra1 = .42,
p< .001) and conscientiousness (ra2 = .52, p< .001) were
positively related to collective efficacy. Thus, the hypoth-
esis 2 was partially supported.
We then examined the relationship between the
team-average indicator of collective efficacy and team
performance after controlling for leader personality
traits (see step 2 in Table 2). The result indicated that
collective efficacy was positively related to team perfor-
mance (rb = .42, p< .001). Therefore, hypothesis 1 was
supported.
The results also supported hypothesis 3 by showing
that only extraversion (ra1 × rb = .17, p< .05, 95% CI
[.038; .171])2 and conscientiousness (ra2 × rb = .21,
p< .05, 95% CI [.062; .188]) had an indirect relation
2ra1 × rb represents the indirect effect of independent variable (X) on dependent variable (Y) via mediator (M), in which ra1 and rb are the effect of
X on M and of M on Y, respectively. See details in Preacher et al. (2010).
with team performance via subordinates’ perception of
collective efficacy. Moreover, only extraversion trait was
positively related to team performance (r= .38, p< .001)
when considering the mediating agency of subordinates’
perception of collective efficacy. Therefore, subordinates’
perception of collective efficacy completely mediated the
relationship between leader’s conscientiousness traits and
team performance and partially mediated the relationship
between leader’s extraversion traits and team perfor-
mance. When subordinates’ perception of collective
efficacy was added to leader personality traits, 48.1% of
the variance in team performance was explained (Pseudo
R2 = .481).
Using the analysis above, we were able to explore how
the leader’s personality influenced the team-average level
of collective efficacy and how this team-average indicator
affected the team’s performance. Still, this type of analy-
sis was unable to illustrate how leader’s personality influ-
enced the individual perception of collective efficacy and
whether the individual perception of collective efficacy
(not just the team-average level of collective efficacy)
affected the outcome variable. Therefore, we also exam-
ine the mediating role of subordinates’ individual per-
ception of collective efficacy in the relationship between
leader personality and team performance based on the
existing data.
The mediating role of subordinates’ individual
perception of collective efficacy
Compared with traditional MLR, the multilevel struc-
tural equation model (MSEM) has many advantages
in analysing the multilevel mediation model (Preacher,
Zyphur, & Zhang, 2010). First, in MLR, group means
are used in level 2 to present group standings on a
level 1 predictor variable, which biases between effects.
In MSEM, group standings on all level 1 variables are
treated as latent, thereby correcting for sampling errors.
Second, the MSEM approach is an excellent method for
testing the mediating agency of subordinates’ perception
of collective efficacy at the first level in predicting the
relationship between the leader’s personality and team
performance at the second level. Therefore, the MSEM
approach (Preacher et al., 2011) was used in this study to
assess the cross-level mediating effect. The effect sizes in
cross-level modelling were measured by the Pseudo R2
index, which represents the percentage of the total vari-
ance in the dependent variable that was accounted for by
the predictors (Snijders & Bosker, 1999).
To examine the hypotheses, a 2-1-2 model (in which
“2” refers to team-level variables rated by team leader,
© 2014 International Union of Psychological Science





















Figure 1. The 2-1-2 mediation model in this study. For simplic-
ity, the slopes of the team leader’s personality and TP are not
depicted. E= leader’s extraversion trait; A= leader’s agreeableness
trait; C= leader’s conscientiousness trait; N= leader’s neuroticism trait;
O= leader’s openness trait; CE= subordinates’ individual perception of
collective efficacy; TP= team performance.
and “1” refers to individual-level variables rated by sub-
ordinate) was created. In the 2-1-2 model (see Figure 1),
the relationships among the variables of leader personal-
ity, subordinates’ individual perception of collective effi-
cacy and team performance were tested, with the leader
personality as an independent variable, the subordinates’
individual perception of collective efficacy as a mediator
and the team performance as a dependent variable.
The subordinates’ individual responses within a team
were aggregated to the team level to represent subordi-
nates’ perception of collective efficacy on the high level,
and this aggregation was supported by adequate agree-
ment among team members (inter-class correlation coef-
ficient, ICC1= .2, ICC2= .58, mean rwg(j) = .64).
Two steps were taken to test the 2-1-2 model (see
Figure 1). In step 1, the MSEM approach (Mplus 6) was
conducted to test the direct relationship between leader
personality and team performance. Team size was not
considered in the model analysis because of its weak
relationship (p> .05) to team performance/subordinates’
individual perception of collective efficacy. All regres-
sion coefficients are standardised in the following anal-
yses. The results (in brackets in Figure 2) showed that
leader extraversion (r= .19, p< .01) and conscientious-
ness (r= .13, p< .05) were positively correlated to team
performance, whereas neuroticism (r=−.16, p< .05) was
negatively correlated to team performance. Leader per-
sonalities together explained 18.8% of the variance in
team performance (Pseudo R2 = .188).
3Preacher et al. (2010) argued that “all indirect effect confidence intervals are 90% to correspond to one-tailed, .05 hypothesis tests, which we feel





















Figure 2. Subordinates’ individual perception of collective efficacy
mediated the relationship between the team leader’s personality and
team performance. We list the direct relationship between the team
leader’s personality and team performance, which does not consider
the mediator of subordinates’ individual perception of collective effi-
cacy, in the brackets over the dotted line in the middle part of
the figure. E= leader’s extraversion trait; A= leader’s agreeableness
trait; C= leader’s conscientiousness trait; N= leader’s neuroticism trait;
O= leader’s openness trait; CE= the subordinates’ individual percep-
tion of collective efficacy; TP= team performance.
In step 2, the same approach (MSEM) was used to test
the relationships of leader personality and team perfor-
mance, with subordinates’ individual perception of col-
lective efficacy as a mediator. Hypothesis 2 was par-
tially supported by the results (see Figure 2), in which
only extraversion (ra1 = .27, p< .05) and conscientious-
ness (ra2 = .24, p< .05) had positive relationships with the
subordinates’ individual perception of collective efficacy.
The results in Figure 2 indicate that the subordinates’
individual perception of collective efficacy was positively
related to team performance (rb = .37, p< .01). Thus,
hypothesis 1 was supported.
The results also support hypothesis 3 by showing that
only extraversion (ra1 × rb = .10, p< .10, 95% CI [−.014;
.822], 90% CI [.039; .767])3 and conscientiousness
(ra2 × rb = .089, p< .10, 95% CI [−.023; .896], 90% CI
[.025; .870]) had an indirect relation with team perfor-
mance via the subordinates’ individual perception of
collective efficacy. No personality traits of leaders were
positively related to team performance (p> .05) when
considering the mediating agency of the subordinates’
individual perception of collective efficacy. Therefore,
as shown in Figure 2, the subordinates’ individual
perception of collective efficacy completely mediated
the relationship between the leader’s extraversion and
conscientiousness traits and team performance. When
subordinates’ individual perception of collective effi-
cacy was added to the leader personality traits, 44%
of the variance in team performance was explained
(Pseudo R2 = .44).
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DISCUSSION
Using both the MLR and MSEM approaches, the medi-
ating role of subordinates’ perception of collective effi-
cacy in the relationship between leader personality and
team performance in Chinese context was disclosed. Our
findings showed that leader personality was significantly
related to subordinates’ perception of collective efficacy,
and their perception of collective efficacy completely
(partially) mediated the relationship between leader per-
sonality and team performance. This result indicates that
team leaders with different personality traits have differ-
ent relationships with their subordinates’ perception of
collective efficacy. Subordinates’ perception of collective
efficacy, in turn, was positively related to the performance
of a team. The positive relationship between subordinates’
perception of collective efficacy and team performance
is consistent with previous research (e.g. Bandura, 1997;
Jung & Sosik, 2002; Spink, 1990), which indicates that
team members with a high perception of collective effi-
cacy will increase the performance of a team because of
their high motivation to exert sufficient effort to success-
fully complete team tasks. Although some studies have
found that leader personality is related to team perfor-
mance (e.g. Lim & Ployhart, 2004; Ng et al., 2008), this
study is one of the first to examine the mediating role of
collective efficacy at both individual and team levels. In
doing so, the findings here contribute to the literature by
investigating a potential mechanism underlying the trait
theory of performance (Bandura, 1997).
Specifically, among big five personality traits, only
extraversion and conscientiousness traits of the team
leader were positively related to team performance. This
linkage with the extraversion trait is not surprising.
Although there is no evidence to support the direct linkage
of extraversion to subordinates’ perception of collective
efficacy in previous studies, it has been argued that the
hallmark of the extraversion trait is its relation to transfor-
mational leadership, a strong predictor of collective effi-
cacy (e.g. Jung & Sosik, 2002). An extraverted leader will
enhance subordinates’ perception of collective efficacy by
providing emotional inspiration and ideological explana-
tions to link the individual’s identity to the team’s identity
(Spink, 1990), and subordinates’ perception of collective
efficacy, in turn, results in high team performance.
What is surprising is the linkage with the conscien-
tiousness trait, as there is no evidence to support the pos-
itive relationship between conscientiousness trait of team
leaders and team performance in western world (e.g. Lim
& Ployhart, 2004) and the direct linkage of conscientious-
ness to subordinates’ perception of collective efficacy
in previous studies. The main reason for the significant
relations of conscientiousness and both subordinates’
perception of collective efficacy and team performance
might come from the Chinese participants in SOEs. Lack
of flexibility (or low uncertainty) is one of the major char-
acteristics of Chinese SOEs, which are strictly controlled
by the central/local government (Hassard et al., 2010).
Research indicates that, given their strong persistence in
their activities and their follow-through with their plans,
conscientious leaders are likely to have a stronger positive
effect on both teamwork (e.g. knowledge sharing, coor-
dination and joint involvement) and team performance
under a low level of uncertainty (Aronson et al., 2006).
Therefore, because achievement striving, order and
responsibility are the major components of conscien-
tiousness (Costa &McCrae, 1992), a conscientious leader
in this study might enhance subordinates’ collective effi-
cacy perception by setting higher task standards and
encouraging/helping his/her subordinates to complete
necessary tasks step by step to achieve the team goals.
Neither openness nor neuroticism was related to sub-
ordinates’ perception of collective efficacy, and no media-
tion of subordinates’ perception of collective efficacy was
found in this study. The openness trait, which is defined as
being imaginative and open to new ideas (Judge & Bono,
2000), has been found to be important for jobs that require
creativity (e.g. mental workers; George & Zhou, 2001)
and adaptability to change (LePine et al., 2006). How-
ever, because the SOEs in China are strictly controlled
by the central/local government and lack flexibility (Has-
sard et al., 2010), whether team leader is open-minded
does not play an important role in management. This may
explain the weak relationship of the openness trait with
both subordinates’ perception of collective efficacy and
team performance.
The neuroticism trait was negatively related to team
performance in this study. This is consistent with the find-
ings of previous research (e.g. Lim & Ployhart, 2004),
but there are no studies indicating a direct relationship
between neuroticism and subordinates’ perception of
collective efficacy. The inflexibility of SOEs (Hassard
et al., 2010) may be the reason for the weak association
between leader neuroticism and subordinates’ perception
of collective efficacy. Hirsh and Inzlicht (2008) found
that neurotic individuals experience greater distress
than others when confronted with the unknown and that
highly neurotic individuals experience greater distress
in response to uncertain feedback than certain feedback
(e.g. negative feedback). From this perspective, a low
level of uncertainty will decrease the negative social
influence of a neurotic leader on subordinates’ perception
of collective efficacy.
Therefore, the findings of this study provide more
evidence for the leader personality–team performance
literature in terms of the unique cultural traditions of
China (Warner, 1993).
In addition, the MLR method has been used in previ-
ous studies to test the effect of the team-average indicator
of collective efficacy on organisational outcomes (e.g.
Jung & Sosik, 2002). Using this analysis, we were able
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to explore the role of the team-average level of collective
efficacy in the relationship between leader personal-
ity and team performance. Still, this type of analysis
could not illustrate the role of subordinates’ individual
perception of collective efficacy in the relations among
organisational outcome variables. We think the analy-
ses based on the 2-2-2 model and those based on the
2-1-2 model could be complementary to each other in
disclosing more information on the mediating effect of
collective efficacy at both group and individual levels.
The findings here also addressed Lindsley et al.’s (1995)
concern of analysing the antecedents and consequences
of organisational-related outcomes from a cross-level
perspective in an organisational setting.
Practical implications and future research
In most situations, as the agent of a team, a team leader is
necessary for a team or organisation to be successful (Jung
& Sosik, 2002). The findings of this study indicate that
team leaders with different personality traits would have
different relationships with subordinates’ perception of
collective efficacy, and in turn, subordinates’ perception
of collective efficacy was found to be related to the
performance of the whole team. This knowledge can be
used in a team leader’s recruitment, selection and team
building.
Basically, all Chinese SOEs share the same structure
as the enterprise we studied. Private enterprises and
joint ventures may differ from SOEs in many aspects
(Hassard et al., 2010). However, the economic reform
in China today is mainly targeted at SOEs because their
performances have been demonstrated to be somewhat
poorer. Such a reform invites more research on the issue
of how to improve the performance of SOEs from various
perspectives. Psychologists can certainly provide some
insight into the issue. This study was conducted under
such a background, and the sample was therefore selected
only from one of the typical SOEs. It is believed that
the findings of this study would not only be helpful to
this specific enterprise but also be beneficial to the other
SOEs in Mainland China.
The findings also suggest directions for future research
in the field. For example, this study is basically a correla-
tional study, which can hardly provide a definite answer
to causal inferences among the variables studied; more
research using experimental methods may need to be per-
formed. This study addresses only the mediator of col-
lective efficacy. However, the task characteristics and cul-
tural contents might also be important factors that need
to be considered in a study of the relationships among
leader personality, team performance and collective effi-
cacy. For example, Earley (1999) argued that in a high
power distance culture, a high status group member (e.g.
team leader) will have a greater effect on collective effi-
cacy and performance through his views or behaviours.
Collective efficacy also has a stronger positive relation-
ship with team performance when task uncertainty is low,
team members work interdependently and collectivism is
high (Gibson, 1999). Therefore, future research should
explore the function of the task characteristics and cul-
tural contents in the indirect effect of leader personality
on team performance via collective efficacy.
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